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Senate

The Senate was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, September 28, 1998, at 12 noon.

House of Representatives

The House met at 9 a.m.

The Reverend Dr. Ronald F. Chris-
tian, Director of Lutheran Social Serv-
ice, Northern Virginia, Fairfax, Vir-
ginia, offered the following prayer:

Oh God,

You frustrate the work of the wicked
and You give peace to seekers of right-
eousness.

The pursuits of the selfish You
thwart, and the desires of the greedy
You crush.

We know, oh God, that mercy is Your
primary work and that justice is Your
constant demand.

So, we pray this day,

Let no choice nor decision of ours be
made without the thoughtful concern
for the widow, the orphan, and the
stranger among us.

Let our earnest petition this day be
for compassionate hearts towards all
those who suffer from the ravages of
disease or despair.

Oh God, with confidence in Your
abundant grace, with certainty in Your
steadfast love, with joy in Your con-
stant mercy, and with assurance in
Your powerful shalom

May our work this day be truly that
of Yours; walking humbly, doing good,
and seeking right.

We ask Your blessing and bene-
diction, Oh God, on our day and our
deeds.

Amen.

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 26, 1998

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 334, nays 50,
answered ‘“‘present’” 2, not voting 48, as
follows:

[Roll No. 467]
YEAS—334

Abercrombie Bilirakis Calvert
Ackerman Bishop Camp
Allen Blagojevich Campbell
Andrews Bliley Canady
Archer Blumenauer Cannon
Armey Blunt Capps
Bachus Boehlert Cardin
Baesler Boehner Carson
Baker Bonilla Castle
Baldacci Bono Chabot
Ballenger Boswell Chambliss
Barcia Boucher Chenoweth
Barr Boyd Christensen
Barrett (NE) Brady (TX) Clayton
Barrett (WI) Brown (OH) Coble
Bartlett Bryant Collins
Bass Bunning Combest
Bereuter Burr Condit
Berry Buyer Conyers

Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DelLay
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gilchrest

Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefner
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston

Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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Moran (VA) Rodriguez Souder
Murtha Roemer Spence
Myrick Rohrabacher Spratt
Nadler Ros-Lehtinen Stabenow
Neal Rothman Stark
Nethercutt Roukema Stearns
Neumann Roybal-Allard Stenholm
Ney Royce Stokes
Northup Rush Strickland
Norwood Ryun Stump
Nussle Salmon Sununu
Obey Sanchez Talent
Ortiz Sanders Tanner
Owens Sandlin Tauscher
Oxley Sanford Taylor (NC)
Packard Sawyer Thomas
Pallone Scarborough Thornberry
Pappas Schumer Thune
Parker Scott Thurman
Pascrell Sensenbrenner Tierney
Pastor Serrano Torres
Paul Sessions Traficant
Paxon Shadegg Turner
Pease Shaw Upton
Peterson (MN) Shays Vento
Peterson (PA) Sherman Walsh
Petri Shimkus Wamp
Pitts Shuster Watkins
Pombo Sisisky Watt (NC)
Pomeroy Skaggs Watts (OK)
Portman Skeen Weldon (FL)
Price (NC) Skelton Weldon (PA)
Quinn Smith (NJ) Wexler
Radanovich Smith (OR) Weygand
Rahall Smith (TX) White
Rangel Smith, Adam Wilson
Redmond Smith, Linda Wise
Regula Snowbarger Wolf
Riley Snyder Woolsey
Rivers Solomon Wynn
NAYS—50

Aderholt Gutknecht Moran (KS)
Becerra Hefley Oberstar
Bonior Hilliard Pickett
Borski Hinchey Poshard
Brady (PA) Hoekstra Ramstad
Brown (CA) Hulshof Rogan
Clay Johnson, E. B. Sabo
Clyburn Jones Schaffer, Bob
DeFazio Klink Slaughter
English Kucinich Stupak
Ensign LaFalce Thompson
Fattah Lewis (GA) Velazquez
Filner Lipinski Waters
Fox LoBiondo Weller
Gibbons Maloney (CT) Whitfield
Green McDermott Wicker
Gutierrez McNulty

ANSWERED “‘PRESENT”—2
Reyes Smith (MI)

NOT VOTING—48
Barton Fowler Pickering
Bateman Furse Porter
Bentsen Gephardt Pryce (OH)
Berman Gonzalez Riggs
Bilbray Goss Rogers
Brown (FL) Harman Saxton
Burton Kaptur Schaefer, Dan
Callahan Kasich Tauzin
Clement Kennelly Taylor (MS)
Coburn Martinez Tiahrt
Cox McCrery Towns
Crane McDade Visclosky
Crapo Morella Waxman
Diaz-Balart Olver Yates
Doyle Payne Young (AK)
Fazio Pelosi Young (FL)
0 0928

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). Will the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SoLomoN) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. SOLOMON led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:
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I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain one-minutes after
legislative business has been com-
pleted.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 59

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to remove my
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 59.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

TAXPAYER RELIEF ACT OF 1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the further consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 4579) to provide
tax relief for individuals, families, and
farming and other small businesses, to
provide tax incentives for education, to
extend certain expiring provisions, and
for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. When
proceedings were postponed on Friday,
September 25, 1998, 30 minutes of de-
bate remained on the bill.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
that day, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARCHER) and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL), each have 15
minutes of debate remaining on the
bill.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER).

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY),
respected chairman of the Committee
on Commerce.

(Mr. BLILEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the legislation.

Mr. Speaker, today we vote to address a
simple question: Whether we are going to let
our constitutents keep more of their hard
earned money or whether this money will go
to the Federal bureaucrats and to additional
Clinton big government programs. While some
of my Democratic colleagues on the other side
of the aisle may struggle with this question, to
me, the answer is crystal clear. Americans de-
serve to keep more of what they earn. Ameri-
cans deserve a tax cut now.

The Taxpayer Relief Act will let Americans
who go to work everyday to keep more and
save more of what they earn. Under this legis-
lation, Americans will see Congress return 80
billion dollars of the people’s money to the
people who earned it.

At the same time, the responsible legislation
we passed yesterday upholds Congress’ duty
to preserve and protect Social Security by set-
ting aside 90 percent of the budget surplus—
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approximately 1.4 trillion dollars—to save So-
cial Security.

Mr. Speaker, the Taxpayer Relief Act is
even-handed and responsible, providing tax
relief to a broad range of Americans.

For example, middle income Americans will
see relief from one of the most unfair and ill
conceived taxes—the marriage penalty tax. In
my home state, nearly 1.2 million Virginians
will see an average of 243 dollars per person
returned to them as a result of relief from the
marriage penalty tax. That is 243 dollars which
the government had penalized them—simply
for living in wedlock—before the passage of
this act.

The Taxpayer Relief Act also gives the self-
employed something which everyone agrees
is needed—affordable health care. Self-em-
ployed workers, including farmers, may decuct
100 percent of their health care costs under
this legislation. In the end, this will be good for
the strength of American business and good
for the health of American families.

Upon passage of this legislation, Virginians
will receive approximately 617 dollars per tax
filer. $617 of their money. $617 to spend on
food, $617 to save for the future, or $617 to
put toward their children’s education.

Mr. Speaker, this is their money. Americans
deserve a tax cut and | urge my colleagues to
support the Taxpayer Relief Act.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SAM JOHNSON), one of America’s
great heroes, a member of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, Americans are tired of being
overtaxed just for being married, for
staying healthy, for saving, for start-
ing their own business or for producing
food at our tables. | agree, the govern-
ment has no right to take so much
from hard-working people. That is why
this bill is so important. It returns $80
billion to the rightful owners, the
American people.

This bill gives 48 million taxpayers
relief from the marriage penalty. Mil-
lions of families will not be taxed on
their savings. Farmers and the self-em-
ployed will be able to deduct 100 per-
cent of their health insurance costs.
Seniors can continue to lead produc-
tive lives without being penalized and,
guess what, several tax forms are going
to be eliminated.

The Democrats are wrong in this in-
stance. They say these very people that
do not deserve any of the surplus that
you, the American people, created.
Democrats say government should
keep it and spend it to create new gov-
ernment programs. It is time to reward
the American taxpayers. The truth
must be told and scare tactics need to
end.

Social Security will be protected.
Americans want, need and deserve tax
relief. After all, it is their own money.

Let us give some of it back to them.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I want to set an atmosphere here.
Yesterday, the President of the United
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States charged this Congress with
being a do-nothing Congress. | would
like to set the record straight because,
clearly, the President was unaware
that it was this Congress that changed
the name of the Washington National
Airport to the Ronald Reagan Airport.
The President was probably unaware of
the fact that this Congress has deep-
sixed the Internal Revenue Code in the
year 2002. The Congress also, for edu-
cation, made it possible for poor folks
to save $2,000 and not pay interest on it
for education. And, even now, the Con-
gress is picking up some good, sound
Democratic tax cut provisions. Unfor-
tunately, they are raiding the Social
Security trust fund, but at least they
are half right in the direction in which
they are going.

So | just want to say that if we can
find some way to pay for these tax
cuts, we might be able to come to-
gether even on this floor.

Now, some Republicans have signs
that they pull up from time to time,
and | do not think we ought to see this
sign anymore, which says that Ms.
Chesser, from the Social Security Com-
mission, said that this tax cut would
not affect the Social Security fund.

Let me tell my colleagues, no Repub-
lican or Democrat is going to pull that
sign up again today. Because Ms.
Chesser said that she answered no, but
then she concluded her remarks in a
letter that she sent here, which is in
the transcript which the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and | picked
up on CNN during her testimony. So
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER) went to CNN. We went to CNN,
and we got her full remarks.

And so she concludes by saying then,
as now, ‘“The fact that the Federal
Government has produced a surplus for
the first time in generations provides a
unique opportunity to solve Social Se-
curity’s long-term shortfall. Until
long-term solvency is resolved, drain-
ing away any part of the surplus would
negatively impact our chance to find a
bipartisan solution to Social Security’s
long-term outlook.”

That does not mean that you should
not raid the Social Security fund be-
cause you may think that what you are
doing for election time is more impor-
tant than the solvency, the long-term
solvency of the fund. But having said
that, and recognizing that you also
raised fast track, | hope that maybe we
can get together and see whether we
can agree on something so that the
President does not allow us to go into
this election mode saying that we did
not do anything. We have done a lot of
things. Some of them were dumb, but
we still have time to work together in
a bipartisan way to see whether we can
give a tax cut but pay for it rather
than use the Social Security trust

fund.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN).

(Mr. CARDIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, first, let
me compliment the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means for
bringing out a bill that its provisions
on tax relief are very good. The mar-
riage penalty relief is a good provision.
The extenders of our expiring tax pro-
visions, that is very good to help small
investors. | agree with all those provi-
sions. | think most of the Members of
this body agree with those changes.

The problem is that the budget defi-
cit next year, excluding Social Secu-
rity, will be $37 billion. We do not have
a surplus.

If we pass this bill, the budget deficit
will be $44 billion, adding to the deficit
on budget, if we do not count Social
Security. The year after, the budget
deficit is projected to be $46 billion.
With this bill, it will be $65 billion. The
year after, it is projected to be a $45
billion deficit. And with this bill, it
will be a $63 billion deficit. We are add-
ing to the deficit of this country. We
are not paying for the tax bill. We are
raiding Social Security.

That is wrong. This bill will be ve-
toed if it is passed in its current form.
It cannot become law. The votes are
not here to do that. Thank goodness.

The reason is quite simple. We know
that the passage of this bill will make
solving the Social Security problem
more difficult, plain and simple. With-
out Social Security, we have no sur-
plus, pure and simple.

But there is a way that we can get
these good provisions enacted into law
and help the taxpayers of this country.
We have the Rangel substitute that we
will have an opportunity to vote for a
little bit later. I hope my colleagues
will keep this issue alive. Support the
Rangel substitute. Let us work to-
gether and figure out a way that we
can pay for these very worthwhile tax
provisions so that they can become law
without raiding Social Security.

Let us work together in a bipartisan
way so that we can really help the tax-
payers of this country and we can pre-
serve our Social Security system. It
can only work if we work together in a
bipartisan way.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from lowa (Mr. NUSSLE).

(Mr. NUSSLE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of the tax bill.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in support of
Chairman ARCHER's plan to deposit the budget
surplus into a special Treasury account to
save Social Security, while returning a small
portion of future surpluses to the hard-working
taxpayers to whom it belongs.

The current budget surplus is the result of
hard work and hard decisions. As a result, this
year we made a historic net down payment of
$84 billion on the national debt, and now we
are now in a position to begin repaying the
Social Security Trust Fund from years of con-
gressional borrowing. However, there is cur-
rently little protection to ensure that surplus
funds go to Social Security and are not used
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for increased government spending. Passage
of this bill is the first important step towards
preventing further looting of the Trust Fund
and shoring up the Social Security system be-
fore the baby boom generation’s retirement.

Additionally, 1 commend the efforts in this
bill to provide tax relief to those who need it
most. America’s farmers are experiencing eco-
nomic hardships from low commodity and live-
stock prices due, in part, to decreased exports
caused by the world financial crisis. The tax
bill we are considering will provide relief for
farmers in the form of permanent income aver-
aging, increasing the net operating loss
carryback period and clarifying the rules for
taxing market transition payments.

America’s families desperately need to keep
more of what they make. They will receive this
tax relief in the form of eliminating the mar-
riage penalty tax, and allowing them to avoid
taxes on a portion of interest and dividend in-
come they receive. Small business owners
need tax relief to defray the costs of their
health insurance, which is also included in this
bill.

The United States is currently enjoying the
first balanced budget in 30 years. A feat that
has not been accomplished since Neil Arm-
strong walked on the moon. This achievement
would not have been possible without the sac-
rifices the American people have made over
the past decade, when they have paid a high-
er percentage in taxes than at anytime since
World War II. It is right and fitting that the
Committee and the Congress return a portion
of their taxes to farmers, families and small
businesses. | remind our Members that Dep-
uty Commissioner Judy Chesser from the So-
cial Security Administration testified that this
plan will not negatively impact the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund.

Mr. Speaker, | want to preserve Social Se-
curity for those in my grandmothers’ genera-
tion, those in my parents’ generation, those in
my generation and those in my childrens’ gen-
eration. | fear that if we don't take this step to
protect surplus money for Social Security,
Congress will do what it has done so many
times before and spend the surplus money
away little by little on what may seem like
good policies. This legislation protects Social
Security in a responsible manner, and | urge
every member of this body to support it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH), a respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, |
thank my colleague, the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means
from Texas, for this time.

It has been very enlightening already
this morning. Already this morning,
twice, we have heard the term ‘‘raid,”
“raiding”” the Social Security fund.
How enlightening. How enlightening
for my colleagues on the left to employ
and embrace wholeheartedly the poli-
tics of fear.

Congratulations, Mr. Speaker, to my
colleagues on the left who will do any-
thing and everything to stand in the
way of the American people and the
chance for working Americans to hold
on to more of their hard-earned money.
That is what we are seeing here today.
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But moreover, Mr. Speaker, it is very
interesting. They cite arguments from
the President of the United States.
They cite arguments of what they
would call responsible tax cuts. And we
are aware, in the current climate in
Washington, D.C., that definitions can
change in a nanosecond. But to follow
their logic, last year when they joined
us on tax relief and tax cuts that were
long overdue, they did so in a climate
of deficit. And now here we have the
hope and the policies of surplus.

And, yesterday, Mr. Speaker, we set
aside $1.4 trillion to supplement Social
Security, $1.4 trillion, when the left
had set aside nothing over 40 years of
control. And here we stand today,
standing up for working families by
providing relief from the marriage pen-
alty; standing up for the self-employed
by giving them deductibility of their
health insurance costs; standing up for
seniors by relaxing some of the limits
on their ability to earn money past the
age of retirement.

The answer is clear, Mr. Speaker:
Stand with the majority for tax relief.
That is the truth.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL).

(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, let me try to clear up what
was just stated by the gentleman from
Arizona. This is as clear and concise an
argument as | have witnessed in the
House of Representatives during the 10
years that | have been here. We are
being told by the Republican majority
that the best way to save Social Secu-
rity is to take 10 percent of it for tax
cuts.
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That as | stated yesterday was not
only a misguided vote, it was Orwellian
philosophy, that the best way to save
Social Security is to take 10 percent of
it out six weeks before the national
elections and provide a tax cut that no-
body in Washington believes is ever
going to happen. And we are accused of
demagoguing the issue.

There are many seductive proposals
in this tax bill, most of them Demo-
cratic proposals that we would gladly
vote for. You talk about a turn of
events, the Democrats standing up for
fiscal responsibility and saying, ‘‘Save
Social Security first.”

My friend from Arizona said that this
is about politics. Now, who among us
in America today would measure that
argument when we are offering here in
this proposal tax cuts six weeks before
an election?

We had from January to discuss
these things. But on the eve of the na-
tional election, we are going to talk
about $80 billion worth of tax cuts, we
are not going to talk about saving So-
cial Security first, and the argument
the Democratic minority makes today
is simply this: Do not touch the Social
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Security trust fund until we decide
that we have permanently fixed this
issue for the American people.

Mr. Roosevelt offered a contract with
the American people in 1935. We stand
with it today. We are witnessing here
the slow erosion of the Social Security
surplus for the purpose of providing tax
cuts to the American people who, by
the way, the wealthiest among us are
not asking for these tax cuts. They
want fiscal stability. George Bush in
1991 and Bill Clinton in 1993 with mini-
mal or no hope from the other side
gave us the fiscal picture that we have
today. It is one of responsibility. Leave
the Social Security trust fund alone
and let us have a substantive debate
about its future.

Mr. Speaker, | include the following
for the RECORD:

NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR ADOPTION,
Washington, DC, Sept. 25, 1998.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER GINGRICH: | am writing in
support of the provisions of H.R. 4579 and
H.R. 4611, which would help adoptive families
by providing them with adoption tax credits,
credits many of them need to help them
adopt. With more than 110,000 children in the
foster care system alone waiting for adop-
tion in the United States, every effort to as-
sist in qualifying families must be pursued
with utmost urgency.

These provisions in these bills would pro-
vide a temporary solution to the problem
caused by the minimum tax liability as it af-
fects tax credits that benefit families. They
would provide stop-gap help for families
qualifying to use the adoption tax credit.
While H.R. 4579 would provide both imme-
diate and long-term remedies for the mini-
mum tax liability problem, its fate is uncer-
tain given a threatened Presidential veto of
that bill.

Should a veto threat prevent passage of
H.R. 4579, we urge you to attach the provi-
sions in H.R. 4611 to a scaled down bill of tax
extenders.

We strongly support any action that would
at this time make the adoption tax credit
work as effectively as possible, for as many
children and families as possible, as soon as
possible.

We deeply appreciate the hard work you
have done in the past on behalf of a variety
of adoption issues, including your support
for the adoption tax credit.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM PIERCE, Ph.D.,
President.
NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR ADOPTION,
Washington, DC, September 25, 1998.
Representative CHARLES RANGEL (D-NY),
Ranking Member, Committee on Ways and
Means, House of Representatives, Washing-
ton, DC.

DEAR MR. RANGEL: | am writing in support
of the provisions of H.R. 4579 and H.R. 4611,
which would help adoptive families by pro-
viding them with adoption tax credits, cred-
its many of them need to help them adopt.
With more than 110,000 children in the foster
care system alone waiting for adoption in
the United States, every effort to assist in
qualifying families must be pursued with ut-
most urgency.

These provisions in these bills would pro-
vide a temporary solution to the problem
caused by the minimum tax liability as it af-
fects tax credits that benefit families. They
would provide stop-gap help for families
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qualifying to use the adoptive tax credit.
While H.R. 4579 would provide both imme-
diate and long-term remedies for the mini-
mum tax liability problem, its fate is uncer-
tain given a threatened Presidential veto of
that bill.

Should a veto threat prevent passage of
H.R. 4579, we urge you to attach the provi-
sions in H.R. 4611 to a scaled down bill of tax
extenders.

We strongly support any action that would
at this time make the adoption tax credit
work as effectively as possible, for as many
children and families as possible, as soon as
possible.

We deeply appreciate the hard work you
and the Committee have done in the past on
behalf of a variety of adoption issues, includ-
ing your support for the adoption tax credit.

Please have your staff contact me, or Matt
Parrott, to let us know how we can help you
make your interest in tax assistance for
adoptive families a reality this Congress.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM PIERCE, PH.D.,
President.
NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR ADOPTION,
Washington, DC, September 25, 1998.
Representative BiLL ARCHER, (R-TX),
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ARCHER: | am writing in
support of the provisions of H.R. 4579 and
H.R. 4611, which would help adoptive families
by providing them with adoption tax credits,
credits many of them need to help them
adopt. With more than 110,000 children in the
foster care system alone waiting for adop-
tion in the United States, every effort to as-
sist in qualifying families must be pursued
with utmost urgency.

The provisions in these bills would provide
a temporary solution to the problem caused
by the minimum tax liability as it affects
tax credits that benefit families. They would
provide stop-gap help for families qualifying
to use the adoption tax credit. While H.R.
4579 would provide both immediate and long-
term remedies for the minimum tax liability
problem, its fate is uncertain given a threat-
ened Presidential veto of that bill.

Should a veto threat prevent passage of
H.R. 4579, we urge you to attach the provi-
sions in H.R. 4611 to a scaled down bill of tax
extenders.

We strongly support any action that would
at this time make the adoption tax credit
work as effectively as possible, for as many
children and families as possible, as soon as
possible.

We deeply appreciate the hard work you
and your Committee have done in the past
on behalf of a variety of adoption issues, in-
cluding your support for the adoption tax
credit.

Please have your staff contact me, or Matt
Parrott, to let us know how we can help you
make your interest in tax assistance for
adoptive families a reality this Congress.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM PIERCE, Ph. D.,
President.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
we are now debating the second part of the
“90/10 Plan”. Earlier in a misguided vote the
House decided to lock up 90 percent and not
100 percent of the projected surplus to save
Social Security. Now, we are considering the
10 percent part of the plan.

| have to admit that the 10 percent part of
the plan is quite attractive. It is a package of
modest tax cuts which are mostly targeted to
the middle class and it include many tax cuts
that Democrats have offered in the past and it
includes a provision that | have worked on this
past year.
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We should not be spending the Social Se-
curity trust fund surplus. We have to deal in
budget realities, even though it is very politi-
cally enticing to vote for a tax cut right before
the elections. However, | believe we were
elected to make hard choices.

The hard choice before us today is voting
against very likable tax cuts in order to protect
Social Security. There is not surplus right now
except for the surplus in the Social Security
trust fund. Without Social Security’s temporary
surplus, there would be a $137 billion deficit
over the next five years so we should not be
spending $80 billion that we do not have
today.

The Democratic substitute is responsible. It
still provides tax relief, but not until effective
until the Social Security trust fund is solvent
for 75 years.

The bill before us today includes a provision
which | think is extremely important and
should be in addressed before Congress ad-
journs. Recently, | introduced H.R. 4611 which
provides a temporary waiver for taxable year
1998 of the minimum tax rules that deny many
families the nonrefundable personal credits,
pending enactment of permanent legislation to
address this inequity.

Also, | have introduced H.R. 4489 which
provides a permanent solution to address this
inequity by allowing nonrefundable personal
credits to offset both the individual's regular in-
come tax liability and the minimum tax liability
and repeal the rule that reduces the additional
child credit for families with three or more chil-
dren by the amount of minimum tax liability.

| am pleased that the “Taxpayer Relief Act
of 1998” includes a permanent solution and a
temporary solution. However, this bill will re-
ceive a Presidential veto if even it makes it
that far. This is an issue that we need to ad-
dress before we adjorun.

Under current law, the total allowable
amount of nonrefundable personal credits may
not exceed the amount by which the individ-
ual's regular income tax liability exceed the in-
dividual's tentative minimum tax. This results
in all taxpayers who claim the child credit with
incomes above $45,000 for joint filers and
$33,750 for single filers to make at least a ru-
dimentary minimum tax calculation.

Without addressing this problem, many tax-
payers will have to fill out the minimum tax
form. Not only is the minimum tax com-
plicated, it can penalize middle-income tax-
payers who claim some of the new tax credits
such as the child tax credit and the Hope
Scholarship credit.

The Department of Treasury estimates that
in 1998, the alternative minimum tax will deny
800,000 taxpayers who are entitled to both the
child tax credit and the education tax credits,
the full benefits of these credits. Without en-
actment of legislation to address this issue,
taxpayers who are planning to claim the child
credit should be warned that the computation
of their taxes will be difficult, time consuming,
and unnecessarily complex. Without simplify-
ing the child tax credit, the child tax credit
form will be required on next year’s form is a
nightmare.

The complexity of the forms is the result of
deliberate decisions last year by the Repub-
lican majority in Congress. Today, they de-
cided to fix a problem that they knowingly cre-
ated last year. The interaction between the
minimum tax and the child tax credits was in
the original chairman’s mark. They did not
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want to spend revenue on this provision. Re-
member, last year’s tax bill was offset, not like
this year's bill which uses the projected sur-
plus as an offset.

If we do not address the interaction of the
minimum tax with nonrefundable personal
credits, many families will be cheated of the
full credits that were promised. We need to
address this issue to prevent the average fam-
ily from having to pay a tax return preparer in
order to fill out the forms for the new credits.

We should address this issue and include a
temporary solution in revenue neutral legisla-
tion to extend the expiring provisions and con-
tinue to work on a permanent solution. The
Joint Committee on Taxation estimates that a
one year solution for the taxable year 1998
would cost $474 million.

| urge my colleagues to vote against this bill
today. It is time for us to get back to our real
work.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.
Once again to try to bring the element
of truth into this debate, we clearly are
not touching any of the money in the
Social Security trust fund. We clearly
are not touching any payroll taxes, not
one penny. As much as | respect the
gentleman from Massachusetts person-
ally, he knows that is not true. The
record should be set straight. We can
use all kinds of political rhetoric to try
to serve ourselves one way or another,
but we should try to stick to those
enunciations which are supportable by
fact.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
respected gentleman from Oregon (Mr.
SMITH), the chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time. We have been discussing farm
policy in this body for many years. We
have been discussing philosophy of ag-
riculture. This year we witnessed a
horrible downturn in agriculture due to
weather and some to revenue reduc-
tion. We have disaster programs de-
signed to help momentarily agri-
culture. But nothing, nothing that we
have done in farm policy or in disaster
programs can even touch what the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and
the Committee on Ways and Means has
done for agriculture for the long term.
They cannot even touch it. Here is
what agriculture has been dreaming
about for these many, many years.

Listen to this. Income averaging
which is essential when you have hills
and valleys in income as agriculture
does. Reach-back provisions for five
years so that if we were making money
five years ago, we can average that
against losses today which we are cer-
tainly experiencing. Expense allowance
to $25,000 for agriculture and small
business. Exemption raised to $1 mil-
lion for death taxes.

What does that mean to agriculture?
It means today that as a result of this,
two-thirds of the families in America
on farms and ranches will be able to re-
tain them and turn them over to their
children without the government tak-
ing them away through death taxes.
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Capital gains relief. Full deductibility
of health insurance. These are dreams
of agricultural people for years.

This is the strongest package for ag-
riculture bar none that this body has
ever passed. Let us pass it today.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in wholehearted
support of H.R. 4579, the Taxpayer Relief Act
of 1998. | commend Chairman ARCHER and
the Ways and Means Committee for bringing
a tax measure to the House floor that Amer-
ican agriculture can readily endorse.

Providing a full tax deduction for health in-
surance to the self-employed is a lifeline to
American farm families. This will ensure that
farm families have the health protection they
need at an affordable price.

Income averaging is another essential tool
that will stabilize an otherwise volatile income
stream of many of our farmers and ranchers.
As we are seeing now, farm livelihoods are
vulnerable to weather disasters and economic
uncertainty, and this provision will assist them
in dealing with those uncertainties.

The estate tax provision contained in the bill
will mean that two-thirds of the Nation’s farm-
ers and ranchers who now face constant pres-
sures to keep their assets within the current
threshold exemption can rest easy knowing
the economic legacy they have built will not be
taken away from their children.

As small businessmen, farmers and ranch-
ers also will benefit from the business expens-
ing provision in the bill. Using this provision,
farmers may replace expensive farm equip-
ment and gain an upfront tax savings that is
superior to the benefits afforded through a de-
preciation schedule.

For too long, Mr. Speaker, the Congress
has discussed the pros and cons of federal
farm policy—the policy effects of commodity
programs, while we have left tax matters to
another day, Today, Chairman ARCHER has
changed all that. | believe we have a solid,
and, in my view, unchallengeable tax package
for American farmers and ranchers.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time. | rise
today to oppose the Republican tax cut
package and to support the alternative
to be offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL). The discus-
sion today is not a debate about tax
cuts. It is a debate about the future of
Social Security. The tax cuts in both
packages are identical. However, the
Republican tax cuts would be paid for
by a Social Security surplus. That is
irrefutable, notwithstanding what the
chairman just said. A surplus that |
tell my friends on the other side of the
aisle we have not yet even realized.
Without playing politics with Ameri-
ca’s fiscal future, the tax cuts in the
Democratic alternative would not be-
come effective until the Social Secu-
rity trustees certify that the trust
funds are solvent for the next 75 years.

It would be irresponsible, Mr. Speak-
er, of me to support a bill without con-
sidering how the tax cuts are financed.
The Republican bill does in fact raid
the Social Security trust fund which
provides funds often referred to as the
“budget surplus.” | believe our first
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duty must be to solve the long-term
solvency problems of Social Security
while remaining committed to fiscal
responsibility.

While | find it quite interesting that
the tax bill that Republicans put for-
ward embraces mostly Democratic
ideas for tax cuts for middle America,
the poison bill in this bill is the way in
which it is financed.

I would remind my colleagues, in
fact, just a year ago, Democrats sup-
ported a $100 billion tax cut similar to
the one the Republican leadership has
brought to the floor today. But there
was a significant difference. Our bill
was fully offset with real spending cuts
that did not dismantle or put at risk
the future of Social Security, a future
in which as the 1998 report of the So-
cial Security trustees found that none
of the Social Security trust funds will
have sufficient income to be able to
pay benefits over the next 75 years.
Today it is the main source of income
for two-thirds of the seniors in this
country. Seventy-six million baby
boomers will begin retiring in 2010. By
2025, most baby boomers will be 65 or
older. We cannot put our desire for po-
litically-driven, irresponsibly-financed
tax cuts before our overwhelming need
and responsibility to ensure that So-
cial Security is viable into the next
century. To do that, the Democratic al-
ternative creates a lock box. It takes
100 percent of the Social Security sur-
plus and ensures that it will be used
only for Social Security purposes. This
creates a real protection for the Social
Security surplus and the overall integ-
rity of the system.

I would remind my colleagues that
just a few weeks ago, the chairman of
the Committee on the Budget, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH) sug-
gested a 700 to $800 billion tax cut. | re-
mind my friends, that would be 50 per-
cent of the Social Security surplus.
Where do we go next year?

Save Social Security. Oppose this
bill. Support the Democratic alter-
native.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. BUNNING), the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Social Security.

(Mr. BUNNING asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BUNNING. | thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in strong support of the
Taxpayer Relief Act and targeted tax
relief for the middle-class families of
this country.

Fifty-five percent of this tax cut goes
to hard-working American families
making less than $75,000, the folks who
need it most.

Marriage penalty relief for 48 million
taxpayers, an average of $243 per cou-

le.

P One hundred percent deductibility of
health insurance costs for self-em-
ployed people, over 100,000 just in my
State, for small farmers, small busi-
ness owners that pay for their pre-
miums that are not paid for presently.
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$24 billion in relief for farmers and
small business as the chairman of the
Committee on Agriculture just before
me so well described. Tax relief for
farmers who have carried the loss for-
ward for five years. AMT relief and in-
come-averaging, permanent income-
averaging for farmers, five years. And
we cut the death tax even further.

Mr. Speaker, we must remember that
the budget surpluses do not belong to
the government. It belongs to the
American people. It is their tax dollars
that make up the surplus. We should
let them keep more of their own
money, because they know how to
spend it better than the government
does.

Yesterday we protected Social Secu-
rity by devoting 90 percent of the sur-
plus to it. Never before had that been
done in the history of this great repub-
lic. We should do the right thing and
give some of the money back to the
people that pay it. | urge support for
the bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP).

(Mr. CAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of the Taxpayer Relief Act.

Mr. Speaker, one thing is absolutely sure in
this debate—taxes are too high. We’re facing
the highest peacetime tax burden in our Na-
tion’s history—21 percent of G.D.P. If taxes
today were at the same level as 1950, the av-
erage American household today would be
twice as rich. American families pay 38 per-
cent of their income in taxes, up from 26 per-
cent back in 1955—the Federal Government is
taking too much from the American taxpayer.

So the bill before us today cuts taxes—and
it does so in a responsible, restrained and fair
manner. Our tax relief is focused squarely on
middle and lower income taxpayers—exactly
those who need it the most. Husbands and
wives—farmers and ranchers—small business
owners and senior citizens. Democrats said it
couldn’t be done.

For 30 years, they controlled Congress and
never balanced the budget! Instead they used
the Social Security trust funds on programs
like midnight basketball and other pork-barrel
spending.

Now the G.O.P. comes in, and not only bal-
ances the budget and preserves Social Secu-
rity, but also provides sweeping tax relief.
When was the last time the Democrats bal-
anced the budget? And more importantly,
when was the last time they paid $1.4 trillion
back to Social Security—instead of spending
the trust funds?

This debate is about Social Security, and
we make a significant payment to our Nation’s
seniors. We also allow the American taxpayer
to reap the rewards of their hard work in the
form of reduced taxes.

Who is complaining about our tax relief bill?
Mr. Speaker, it's the same people who buried
us under a mountain of debt and saddled our
children with the burden of paying it off. Some
on the other side believe we need to keep that
surplus in Washington—but it's your money.
And hard-working Americans deserve a break.

Our opponents say that it's not enough to
wall off $1.4 trillion dollars to save Social Se-
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curity and both save Social Security and re-
duce taxes. But | believe we can. | urge sup-
port for the Taxpayer Relief Act.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. HERGER), another respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, today we
have a choice. We can stand with those
who think that Washington knows best
or we can stand with our Nation’s hus-
bands and wives who are punished by
the marriage penalty, with our farmers
and ranchers who are hard hit by the
death tax, with our Nation’s small
businesses which today cannot fully de-
duct the cost of their health insurance,
and with our Nation’s seniors who see
their Social Security benefits reduced
just for earning outside income. In
short, we can stand with those who de-
fend today’s record high tax burden or
we can stand with the hard-working
middle class.

Mr. Speaker, to vote ‘““‘no’’ on this bill
is to deny 48 million married taxpayers
relief from the marriage penalty. | re-
mind my colleagues that when a couple
stands at the altar and says ‘Il do,”
they are not agreeing to higher taxes.

To vote ““no”” on this bill is to deny
farmers and ranchers much-needed re-
lief from the death tax, to vote ‘‘no’ on
this bill is to deny our small businesses
the opportunity to deduct 100 percent
of the cost of their health insurance,
and to vote ‘‘no’’ on this bill is to deny
seniors a chance to earn a little more
outside income without facing the loss
of their Social Security benefits.

Today we can vote to do all of this
while, at the same time, setting aside
90 percent of our surplus until we save
Social Security. | would urge all of my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle, do
not turn your backs on the middle
class. Support this crucially important
legislation.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) from the Committee
on Ways and Means.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | quote:

The solution is simple: formally wall off
Social Security from the rest of the budget
to prevent continued thievery from the trust
fund.

I know the majority is sensitive to
references to stealing from Social Se-
curity, but the above quote is not from
Democrats but from a leading official
at the conservative Cato Institute.
Surely the Republicans are proposing
the diversion of Social Security mon-
eys. Unlike in past years when the
overall deficit was so huge, we are now
at a point where we can undertake the
difficult but vital task of assuring the
long-term soundness of Social Secu-
rity. This means putting Social Secu-
rity first, and then a tax cut. Being a 90
percenter, diverting 10 percent of So-
cial Security funds, is wrong.

This bill also erodes the fiscal dis-
cipline that we fought so hard for in
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1990 and 1993. In 1997, we passed a tax
cut. | voted for it and would do so
again. We paid for it with program cuts
deep enough that they caused many to
vote against the bill. Today the major-
ity turns its back on that hard-won fis-
cal discipline. They pay for this cut
from the budget surplus, Social Secu-
rity’s surplus, waiving the budget
rules.

This Nation has benefited from fiscal
discipline. We who voted for it in 1990
and 1993 were right. So the better
course is to save Social Security first
and then act on a tax cut for American
families. The majority puts the cart
before the horse, trampling both on So-
cial Security and on fiscal discipline.

O 1000

We should do neither. Pass the demo-
cratic substitute.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
three minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. THOMAS), who is such
an articulate member of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, | am sure some people
are a little bit confused about this de-
bate, and | will try to explain why. It
is kind of like in physics, where what
we are discovering simply cannot be
explained in the language that physi-
cists now have.

For example, you talk about matter,
but because of the way the world
works, they have to talk about anti-
matter, and it just does not seem to
make sense, matter, antimatter.

We just had the gentleman from
Michigan in the well being forced to
quote a conservative in support of what
they were talking about. It is because
the Democrats in their rhetoric just
cannot deal with the world that the
majority of Republicans have created,
and that is a budget surplus.

The Democrats are now arguing that
it makes no sense whatsoever to adjust
the Tax Code in any way until the So-
cial Security trust fund is sound. For
how long? Seventy-five years. How long
was the trust fund sound every year
they were in the majority, and they
made tax adjustments? The answer is
simple: Never.

They are having difficulty dealing
with a world in which the budget struc-
ture provides a surplus in which we can
lay aside $1.4 trillion this year, more
next year, more the year after, to save
Social Security and provide people
with a reasonable tax cut.

The other problem they are having is
criticizing our tax cut. Usually it is
“tax cuts for the rich.” The gentleman
from Maryland was in the well having
to smile at the kind of tax cut Repub-
licans are providing.

People between zero and $75,000 in-
come, that is couples, a man and a
wife, say each one earns $35,000, | would
not exactly call those folks rich, get 55
percent of our proposal. They are a ma-
jority of those who file taxes, but they
are only about 34 percent of the reve-
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nue collected. Interestingly enough,
about 34 percent of the revenue col-
lected comes from individuals who
make more than $200,000. They are get-
ting 4 percent.

So if you back away from all the par-
ticulars in this bill, which is certainly
a bill for the various particular groups,
sometimes we get too close to the
painting and all we can see are brush
strokes. Take a couple of steps back
and, by and large, look what we are
doing.

We are moving 1 million people from
having to file income taxes at all. We
are moving more than 10 million people
from having to fill out all of the deduc-
tions and the itemizations necessary to
maximize your ability to pay fewer
dollars. More than 10 million people
can now move to the 1040-EZ form, one
page, because we have simplified. This
is not only relief to middle income, it
is simplification of the Tax Code.

Listen to the rhetoric. They cannot
deal with the new world. Just vote yes
on the chairman’s proposal.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
two minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. SHAaw), the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
chairman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, sitting here listening to
some of the rhetoric coming from the
other side, accusing the Republicans
for raiding—raiding—the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, reminds me of a lot of
the rhetoric that is going on in Wash-
ington today when we talk about
whether the President lied to the
American people.

I would ask anybody that is watching
this debate today to take with a grain
of salt and be very cautious about any
Member who gets up and says that any
other Member on either side of the
aisle is guilty of raiding the Social Se-
curity trust fund. It just simply is not
true. It is a bald-face lie.

The question is coming down as to
whether or not the Social Security
trust fund should be legislatively ad-
justed before the American people are
given any tax relief whatsoever. That
is the debate, and that is where there is
an honest difference of opinion.

The President, when he stood right
before us in this very hall and said “We
are going to save Social Security, save
Social Security first,” and then went
on with all his big plans for spending
the surplus, he got a standing ovation
from both sides of the aisle. We are
still waiting for his plan to save Social
Security.

We are going to have to bite the bul-
let and make some tough political de-
cisions on both sides of the aisle in
order to accomplish what all of us
want, and that is to leave Social Secu-
rity in a solvent position for 75 years
and even beyond that. And that is im-
portant, and that is a responsibility of
this body and something we should
work on together. But let us not start
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out by lying to the American people. It
just simply is not true.

We are trying to make some adjust-
ments and put some fairness in the tax
law itself. The same Republicans that
reformed welfare, that reformed the In-
ternal Revenue Service, are going to
lead the way in reforming Social Secu-
rity. It is going to be tough, and we in-
vite the Democrats to join us in this ef-
fort.

Mr. RANGEL. | yield myself such
time as | may consume to respond to
my friend from Florida.

Mr. Speaker, it is one thing to be
robbing from the old folks; it is an-
other thing to have to bring in the
President of the United States’ embar-
rassing political position. Now, the
President has said he is sorry, and |
hope before this debate is over, that
some Republicans will say they are
sorry for what they are doing to the
Social Security trust fund.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker,
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. | would like to yield as
to why the gentleman had to bring the
President of the United States into the
debate.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, | simply
was talking about the question of lying
to the American people is very much
on the minds of the American people.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, | said why did the gen-
tleman bring the President of the
United States into this debate?
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers should avoid personal references
to the President of the United States.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman should apologize for what he
has said.

will the

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. RANGEL. | yield to the gen-

tleman from Florida.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, | do not
want anybody in this body to mis-
understand me. I am not making any
accusation as to whether the President
lied or not. I am simply saying that the
American people are demanding truth
from their politicians, so let us get
some truth in this debate.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, | am simply saying that
the American people demand fairness,
and they will make the judgment in
November.

Mr. Speaker, | yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maine is recognized for 15
seconds.

(Mr. ALLEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ALLEN. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to
the Republican tax bill. We should
leave Social Security alone.

| rise today very disappointed with the Re-
publican majority. Their tax bill is both fiscally
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irresponsible and socially bankrupt. It calls for
$80 billion in tax cuts over the next five years
by raiding projected Social Security surpluses.
Surpluses that Congress designed to secure
retirement benefits for current and future retir-
ees. The long-term solvency of Social Security
depends on sound policy choices and fiscal
discipline. With an aging population and the
onset of the baby-boom generation entering
retirement years, tampering with Social Secu-
rity is dangerous and irresponsible.

| strongly support extending tax credits,
such as work opportunity and research and
development, and accelerating the self-em-
ployed health insurance deduction to 100%. |
have cosponsored bills to do just that but with
the belief that offsets would be real and fair.
While | support these provisions and others in
the Republican tax bill, the bill is clearly in vio-
lation of the pay-as-you-go budget rule this
House championed for budget discipline.

PAYGO has worked. We have offset spend-
ing and revenue proposals with real spending
cuts or revenue increases. We have also
shielded Social Security from budget gim-
mickry. We have promised not to use Social
Security surpluses to mask the Federal deficit.
Just as we balanced the Federal budget the
Republican majority has turned its back on fis-
cal responsibility.

Adoption of this tax bill will unravel the
budget discipline by which we have operating
in the last few years. With the adoption of
President Clinton’s deficit reduction and eco-
nomic growth package in 1993, we have put
our fiscal house in order. For the first time in
thirty years we have balanced the Federal
budget. We have made hard choices, and we
have respected the PAYGO rule that propos-
als be budget neutral. Offsetting a tax bill with
projected Social Security surpluses is irre-
sponsible and wrong.

| urge my colleagues to reject the Repub-
lican tax bill.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in opposition to H.R. 4579. Any major pro-
posal that comes to the floor 40 days before
an election deserves close scrutiny. And a
major tax proposal which comes to the floor a
few days before adjournment should leave
Americans slightly suspicious.

Even so, | would like to be able to say that
| support this bill. In fact, | do support most of
the tax cut proposals that are contained in this
bill.

The problem is the way the Republicans
want to pay for it—on the backs of future So-
cial Security recipients.

American workers have invested in Social
Security so that it will be there in the future
when they need it most. It would be irrespon-
sible to cut into our children’s future for elec-
tion year pandering.

The Republican plan includes Democratic
tax proposals like reducing the marriage pen-
alty tax by allowing joint filers to double the
standard deduction for single filers, allowing
the full deductibility of healthcare costs for the
self-employed, and renewing such business
tax credits as the work opportunity tax credit
and the research and experimentation tax
credits. So they're on the right track.

However, Republicans forget that unless the
budget is balanced—balanced without includ-
ing the Social Security Trust Fund—any tax
cut must be paid for by cutting entitlements or
increasing other taxes. So where are these
cuts coming from?
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While | am all in favor of giving the Amer-
ican people a tax cut, it is essential to look at
what price we are actually paying for these tax
cuts. A tax cut now will force us to delve into
the projected budget surplus—to spend money
now that we assume we will have in the fu-
ture.

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has
projected that the budget will run a huge an-
nual surplus for the next twenty years. But—
and this is important—in the initial years the
surplus is generated primarily from the Social
Security Trust Fund. For example, next year,
the CBO projects we will have an $80 billion
dollar surplus. Great! That would easily pay for
the tax cuts. However, a closer examination of
that surplus shows that the Social Security
Trust Fund’'s surplus of $117 billion will be
covering a projected $37 billion deficit in the
general fund.

| also want to emphasize that the budget
projections are only that—projections. They
are based on assumptions about the future of
the country’s economy. While we should be
optimistic about the budget outlook, we must
also keep in mind the current economic tur-
moil in the rest of the world. If we have an-
other recession comparable to the mild one in
1990-91, it could easily decrease the pro-
jected general fund balance by $100 billion in
one year. The budget is extremely sensitive to
the rise and fall of the economy. Some re-
straint must be shown.

The Social Security Trust Fund is expected
to be bankrupt by 2030 because of the high
number of baby boomers retiring. Every plan
to protect against this would need every penny
of the budget surplus—that of the general
budget and that of the Social Security Trust
Fund. Social Security is our nation’'s largest
anti-poverty program. Half our nation’s elderly,
about eighteen million, including half of the
66,522 Social Security recipients in my district,
would live in poverty if this program did not
exist. Thirty percent of the elderly depend on
Social Security for one-half or more of their in-
come. Since its beginning in 1940, this is a
program that has proven its worth.

| refuse to support tax cuts until we can pay
for them with budget cuts or real surpluses
without Social Security receipts. We have
done this in the past. In fact | voted with a ma-
jority in this House, just last year, for the Tax-
payer Relief Act, that provided the American
people with tax cuts within the confines of the
budget rules.

That is why | support the alternative pro-
posed by the Democrats. Our alternative
would provide the exact same tax cuts with a
major difference. The Democratic proposal in-
cludes a trigger mechanism to hold off a tax
cut until the future of Social Security is en-
sured. Through our proposal, Social Security
would be able to cope with the increasing
number of Social Security recipients and be
solvent beyond 2032.

We don't even have a budget for the next
fiscal year—which begins this Thursday, the
1st of October—and Republicans want a tax
cut. They are more worried about pre-election
maneuvering and being re-elected than insur-
ing that the government doesn’t shut down, let
alone the long-term solvency of Social Secu-
rity.

Without passage of the Democratic sub-
stitute, all this bill amounts to is an uncon-
scionable raid on this country’s retirement ac-
count. | would love nothing more than to be
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able to give America a tax cut. | am not
against tax cuts. | agree with portions of the
Republican proposal, because many of the
provisions have already been proposed by
Democrats. However, if we are going to be
able to afford these tax cuts we must do so
responsibly, we must provide for the future,
we must save Social Security first—and vote
down this bill.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to H.R. 4579, not because | oppose
the bill's package of tax cuts, but because |
oppose the majority party’s plans to pay these
tax cuts with the surplus in the Social Security
trust fund.

The majority party says it will use only 10
percent of the projected federal budget surplus
to pay for H.R. 2579’s tax cuts, but the major-
ity fails to note that the surplus will be over-
whelmingly Social Security-based surplus.

To be more precise, if the large yet tem-
porary surplus in the Social Security trust fund
is excluded, there will be a Federal deficit of
$137 billion over the 1999-2003 budget period
and only a $31 billion Federal surplus over the
1999-2008 budget period. Accordingly, the
majority’s plan to set aside 10 percent of an
almost exclusively Social Security-based fed-
eral budget surplus represents a raid on So-
cial Security.

The Democratic alternative provides for the
very same tax cuts as H.R. 4579. However,
unlike H.R. 4579, the Democratic alternative
provides that the tax cuts take effect after a
plan to secure Social Security long-term sol-
vency has been agreed to.

| urge my colleagues to oppose H.R. 4579,
and to vote for the Democratic alternative.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
rises today to express his support for H.R.
4579, which allows taxpayers nationwide to
benefit from a Federal income tax cut. This bill
is one of the most important measures that
the House of Representatives has considered
this year. It is highly desirable that the House
pass this bill now to return a small additional
amount of the economic benefits of the Amer-
ican people who earned them through a tax
cut. Specifically, H.R. 4579 provides over $80
billion in tax relief provisions primarily targeted
to married couples, farmers and ranchers,
senior citizens, and small business owners.

There has been enough exaggerated and
false rhetoric by the opponents of H.R. 4579.
It is important to note that the surplus is due
to higher-than-projected Federal income tax
receipts which resulted from the sweat equity
and hard work of American taxpayers. This tax
surplus is not the property of the Federal Gov-
ernment; this surplus rightfully belongs to the
American taxpayer. The American taxpayers
are entitled to this return—a $80 billion tax
cut.

House Resolution 4579, when passed in
conjunction with H.R. 4578 (the Save Social
Security Act) will provide an effective fiscally
sound dual approach. We took the first step of
this dual approach yesterday, when this
House passed H.R. 4578. Today we consider
the second step of this dual approach—H.R.
4579, which allocates that 10 percent of the
surplus will be used for tax cuts over the next
five.

The legislation we are considering today
(H.R. 4579) is so important because it pro-
vides comprehensive tax relief to so many
middle-income and lower- middle-income
American taxpayers. Specifically, the bill pro-
vides critical tax relief for the following six
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classes of individuals; 1. Married couples; 2.
Farmers and Ranchers; 3. Senior Citizens; 4.
Parents; 5. Small Business Owners; 6. Savers
and Investors; and, 7. Inheritors subject to Es-
tate taxes.

1. MARRIED COUPLES

H.R. 4579 will allow married couples who
file jointly to claim a standard deduction that is
double the amount of the standard deduction
for a single taxpayer in each taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 1998. This provi-
sion will correct the current tax system which
penalizes a couple for being married. This pro-
vision will provide tax penalty relief for ap-
proximately 48 million taxpayers.

2. FARMERS AND RANCHERS

This Member is certainly concerned about
the future of farming in the United States and
Nebraska; therefore, this Member believes
that all options or proposals should receive se-
rious consideration and none rejected out of
hand. Although the U.S. economy is generally
healthy, it is clear that the agricultural sector
is hurting. This Member believes that farmers
and their families should be able to enjoy and
adequate standard of living; therefore, this
Member has taken a pro-active approach to
helping ensure that farmers received a fair
price for their crops. One such approach to
improve the viability of agriculture is provided
in H.R. 4579 which has three provisions which
directly benefit farmers and ranchers. These
provisions will have a positive effect on this
Member's constituency in the great State of
Nebraska which has a strong agrarian ele-
ment. Because of the low grain and livestock
prices, which result in part from the Asian fi-
nancial crisis and the subsequent decline in
demand, farmers and ranchers are in need of
agricultural tax relief as provided in the meas-
ure before us today.

H.R. 4579 will accomplish the following
things for farmers and ranchers:

A. The income averaging for farm and ranch
income which was set to expire in the Year
2000, will become permanent.

B. The net operating loss carryback period
for farmers and ranchers will be increased to
5 years from the general 2-year carryback pe-
riod; and

C. Farmers will not have to pay income
taxes on the 1999 farm program payments
until the year in which those payments are re-
ceived.

3. SENIOR CITIZENS

The Social Security earnings limit is in-
creased for those individuals between full re-
tirement age (currently age 65) and age 70
from $17,000 in fiscal year 1999 to $39,750 in
fiscal year 2008.

4. PARENTS

Under H.R. 4579, parents will now be able
to keep more of their hard-earned dollars by
protecting important tax credits, including cred-
its for children, the elderly, adoption, depend-
ent care, and education, from being reduced
by the alternative minimum tax (AMT), which
limits the amount of tax credits that taxpayers
may take.

5. SMALL BUSINESS OWNERS

A. The Health Insurance income tax deduc-
tion for the self-employed will be increased to
100 percent on January 1, 1999, instead of a
phase-in of the 100 percent deduction under
current law by January 1, 2007. This deduc-
tion for the self-employed includes farmers
and ranchers.
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B. A small business expensing deduction, in
the amount of $25,000, will be immediately al-
lowed.

6. SAVERS AND INVESTORS

Taxpayers will be able to exclude the first
$200 in interest and dividends they receive
with filing an individual return.

7. INHERITORS SUBJECT TO ESTATE TAXES

The current phase-in of the $1 million estate
tax exemption will be accelerated to January
1, 1999, instead of January 1, 2006. The num-
ber of taxable estates under this accelerated
phase-in provision will be reduced by approxi-
mately 50 percent. This estate tax change will
especially have a propitious effect on farmers
and ranchers.

In closing, the intrinsic value of H.R. 4578
and H.R. 4579 is that both bills benefit a
broad consensus of American taxpayers and
at the same time take a step forward in ensur-
ing Social Security for future beneficiaries.
This Member encourages an ‘“aye” vote for
H.R. 4579.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposi-
tion to this bill and | want to make one thing
very clear at the outset: | support the tax cuts
in this bill. Many of these tax cuts are meas-
ures that Democrats have championed and
that | fully support. But unless they are paid
for without draining Social Security reserves,
the only responsible thing to do is just say no.

| want every American to be perfectly clear
what this debate is all about: it's a choice be-
tween politically motivated, election year tax
cuts and protecting Social Security. It's about
spending now and paying later—and jeopard-
izing the retirement security of millions of
Americans.

No matter how you slice it, the fundamental
fact remains: these tax cuts are being paid for
by raiding Social Security.

All of the surpluses CBO projects over the
next 5 years—and 98 percent of the surpluses
CBO projects over the next decade—are trust
funds that are needed to build up Social Secu-
rity reserves. In fact, excluding the Social Se-
curity trust fund, the total budget surplus over
the next decade will only be $31 billion, and
that assumes that we won't have a downturn
in the economy.

As Alan Greenspan stated this week, “the
surplus may well be less than anticipated.”
According to CBO, if a recession began next
year that was similar to the 1990-1991 reces-
sion, the $53 billion projected surplus in 2001
would become a $53 billion deficit.

Let's be honest. This tax bill is election year
politicking at its worst. If you don't believe me,
listen to the experts.

Earlier this week, Chairman Greenspan stat-
ed before the Senate Banking Committee that
spending the Social Security surplus “would
be the worst outcome” and that this tax bill
“would not be growth productive.”

The Republican Chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee, Senator DOMENICI, has
stated that “all the surplus belongs to the So-
cial Security trust fund . . . I'm telling you
there is no surplus.”

Economist Herbert Stein, chairman of Presi-
dent Nixon’s Council of Economic Advisors,
stated earlier this year that those who want to
“reduce our prospective surpluses should
admit that in doing so they are impairing the
incomes of our children and grandchildren.”

Quite simply, this bill will make it harder to
ensure Social Security’s solvency when Baby
Boomers began to retire in the next century. It
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violates the budget rules and abandons the
fiscal discipline that has enabled us to elimi-
nate the deficit and enjoy a booming econ-
omy.

My colleagues, we cannot afford to impose
a massive 1.0.U. on the American people’s re-
tirement system. Defeat this measure and
support the Democratic substitute.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in oppo-
sition to H.R. 4579, a fiscally irresponsible bill
that would spend Social Security trust funds
on an election-year tax cut. | urge my col-
leagues to reject the bill and to support the al-
ternative offered by the Ranking Minority
Member Mr. RANGEL to defer the tax bill until
Congress and the President have agreed on
legislation to protect the long-term future of
Social Security.

Earlier this year, when the country em-
barked on a two-year effort to reform Social
Security, we appeared to have bipartisan
agreement on reserving the entire federal
budget surplus until Congress enacted a com-
prehensive plan to assure Social Security’s fu-
ture. This commitment made sense since,
after all, the entire budget surplus came from
surpluses building up within the Social Secu-
rity system.

If there is any lingering doubt on this front,
| direct my colleagues to the August 1998 re-
port of the Congressional Budget Office
(CBO). According to CBO, every dollar of the
projected surplus for the next five years
comes from Social Security. In fact, without
Social Security, the federal budget is in deficit
by $137 billion. Despite this clear evidence as
to where our present surplus comes from, the
congressional majority today backs away from
its bipartisan commitment to Social Security
reform and moves to spend the surplus before
Congress has met its responsibility to secure
Social Security’s future.

This is simply irresponsible. Social Security
faces a financing shortfall over the long-term,
and it is our solemn responsibility to address
this shortfall and secure the future of this pro-
gram that has done so much to protect Ameri-
ca's families, mine included. By spending the
Social Security surplus, the congressional ma-
jority digs the financing hole deeper and
makes the work of securing Social Security
even more difficult. Plain and simple, this
takes us in the wrong direction. Mr. Chairman,
our first step in making Social Security sound
for the long haul must not be a step backward.
Unfortunately, that is precisely the step the
congressional majority takes today.

| support targeted tax cuts for working fami-
lies, farmers, and senior citizens, and in fact |
voted for such tax cuts last year. The dif-
ference is that the tax cuts enacted last year
to help young people go to college, to help
working families raise their children, and to
help all Americans save for retirement were
fully off-set by spending cuts. Tax cuts off-set
by spending reductions or paid for out of gen-
eral revenues is fiscally responsible and pro-
tects Social Security.

While | object to the use of Social Security
to pay for tax cuts, | strongly support many of
the tax changes proposed in this bill. | intro-
duced legislation to provide full deductibility of
health insurance premiums for the self-em-
ployed on the first day of this Congress and
my bill has more bipartisan cosponsors than
any other self-employed deduction bill. | am a
cosponsor of legislation to allow farmers to av-
erage their income and | am pleased the pro-
vision was included in the tax bill last year. |
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strongly support estate tax relief for family
farmers that was also addressed in last year’s
tax bill. 1 have cosponsored legislation to re-
duce the marriage penalty, and | support in-
creasing the earnings limit for Social Security
recipients.

For members who support the tax provi-
sions in this bill but who want to protect the
long-term future of Social Security, | encour-
age your support for the Rangel alternative.
Let us reserve the surplus until Congress and
the President have agreed on legislation to
protect Social Security and then enact well-
earned tax cuts for the American people.

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, | take a back
seat to no one on the need to balance the
budget and to do so in a balanced way.

| made the tough votes for the Clinton budg-
et in 1993, for the Penny-Kasich spending re-
duction package, for a deficit reduction lock
box, and for other responsible procedural and
substantive budget reforms that resulted in to-
day’s first-in-a-generation budget surplus.

Moreover, with the support of the Blue
Dogs, | led the effort to embrace the Boskin
Commission recommendations to adjust the
Consumer Price Index to more accurately re-
flect inflation—a move that would have as-
sumed the removal of the Social Security
Trust Fund from the budget calculations in 10
years and, as importantly, ensured the sol-
vency of the Trust Fund for another two dec-
ades.

But, balancing the budget and protecting
Social Security are not just accounting exer-
cises. Both are priorities, neither exclusive of
the other. They require balanced choices
about what to cut and what to invest.

Tax reductions are also investments, de-
pending on their cost and targeting. | am vot-
ing for today’s tax cut bill because | believe its
cost is reasonable and its impact appropriately
targeted to benefit my constituents. The bill's
investments in health care, school construc-
tion, affordable housing, and my State’s farm-
ing families, and the elimination of the harsh-
ness of the marriage penalty on middle in-
come Americans are important and will create
jobs that generate revenue, including revenue
into the Social Security Trust Fund.

| am one hundred percent in favor of saving
Social Security, and my votes over three Con-
gresses demonstrate this. And, while | will
vote for the alternative before the House of-
fered by my friend from New York, the distin-
guished ranking member of the Ways and
Means Committee, in fact it does little to ad-
vance the cause for saving Social Security. It
leaves the difficult fashioning of a rescue plan
to future Congresses and, knowing the politics
such an effort entails, conditions much-needed
tax relief on contingencies which may never
come about.

A better plan would have included the pro-
posal put forward last year by the Blue Dogs.
In our budget plan, tax cuts were conditioned
on future surpluses calculated without count-
ing Social Security Trust Fund.

Today, however, we are presented with a
different set of imperfect choices and | won't
blindly support any tax cut, just as | won't sup-
port just any plan that purports to “save” So-
cial Security. In both cases, | will only support
proposals reflecting careful choices and bal-
anced priorities within the context of a bal-
anced budget. The modest tax relief bill before
us is such a bill.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, | rise today to
express my opposition to H.R. 4579, the “Tax-
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payer Relief Act of 1998.” | support many of
the tax cut proposals in this legislation, but |
believe it is premature and not wise fiscal pol-
icy to pass a tax cut of this size that counts
on unrealized future budget surpluses rather
than traditional spending reductions to pay for
its cost. Instead, we should try to craft a more
manageable bill that does not jeopardize the
great strides we have made in restoring good
fiscal policies in Washington.

It has only been a year since we passed the
Balanced Budget Act of 1997, which set us on
course to balancing the federal budget and
also contained a major tax cut that was fully
paid for by savings in other programs. We are
reaching our goal of a balanced budget this
year, but that is no reason to turn on the
spending and tax cut faucets. Yes, Americans
would like to have another tax cut, but I think
my constituents in Delaware and most Ameri-
cans place a higher priority on reducing the
national debt and enacting a long-term plan to
preserve Social Security. Maintaining our
focus on fiscal discipline is the best way we
can meet these goals.

This year’s unified budget surplus of $63 bil-
lion, the first since 1969, is the product of
strong Republican leadership on fiscal mat-
ters, and a healthy economy. We have placed
limits on government spending and the 1997
tax cuts were fully paid for. That is, for every
dollar of tax cuts, we reduced spending by a
like amount. If we abandon our fiscal restraint
now, we could quickly lose this year's surplus
or any anticipated surplus if the economy sud-
denly weakens. While that may be unlikely,
the Congressional Budget Office recently re-
leased a report stating that a recession similar
to the economic problems of the early 1990’s
could eliminate any budget surplus and result
in a unified budget deficit of $50 billion in two
years. The recent volatility of world financial
markets and economic declines in Japan and
Russia is cause for caution, and could threat-
en to stunt our own economic growth. A sud-
den recession could cloud our budget forecast
immediately.

It is also important to point out that we do
not yet have a true surplus in the federal
budget without counting the surplus in the So-
cial Security Trust Fund. In fact, without using
Social Security tax receipts, we would have a
$37 billion deficit this year, not a $63 billion
surplus. While | applaud the goal of H.R. 4579
to save 90 percent of the budget surplus over
the next five years for Social Security, the fact
of the matter is that until we have a long-term
plan in place to preserve and protect Social
Security, the budget surplus should be held in
reserve for Social Security and paying down
the debt which complement each other and
strengthen our economy. Simply put, we just
do not know how much the transition costs will
be to fully ensure the long-term solvency of
Social Security. The only correct policy is to
first and foremost preserve and protect Social
Security, no pass tax cut that are not paid for.

Frankly, | am concerned that the recent
good news about projected budget surpluses
may be causing people in both parties to lose
their commitment to fiscal restraint. The Presi-
dent claims to want to preserve every penny
of the surplus for Social Security, while at the
same time he has been increasing his re-
quests for “emergency” spending for oper-
ations in Bosnia, embassy upgrades, and to
pay for the government’s Year 2000 computer
improvements. This emergency spending
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could subtract $20 billion from this year’s sur-
plus of $63 billion. The Administration is far
too willing to designate all new spending as an
emergency, while paying lip service to protect-
ing the surplus for Social Security. The Presi-
dent is not being candid with the American
people, but adding a large tax cut to this
emergency spending just does not make
sense.

| have heard many of my colleagues argue
that they are justified in passing tax cuts out
of a surplus that includes the Social Security
surplus because during the 40 years Demo-
crats controlled Congress, they spent that
same surplus on other government programs.
Republicans argue that it is better to get the
money out of Washington before Congress
and the President spend it. We should cer-
tainly try to return every dollar we can to the
taxpaying Americans who earned it. Last year,
Republicans delivered a $95 billion tax cut and
balanced the budget because we worked hard
to find the offsets in a bloated Federal Budget.
This same leadership and fiscal discipline is
needed to continue to grow our economy, de-
liver larger tax cuts, and save Social Security
into the next century.

| have heard many of my other colleagues
argue that the unified surplus is the result of
increases in revenues from income taxes, not
increases in revenues from the FICA (Social
Security) tax. This is true in part, but it does
not follow that we have a surplus without
counting the Social Security surplus. In fact,
according to the Congressional Budget Office,
without counting the Social Security surplus,
we will have a $137 billion deficit over the next
five years. Obviously, cutting $80 billion in
taxes over the next five years without finding
offsets does diminish the amount that will go
into the Social Security Trust Fund in the fu-
ture and could make a long-term solution to
preserving Social Security more difficult. | do
not believe the citizens of Delaware, who un-
derstand they must balance their family budg-
ets and are counting on the Federal govern-
ment to honor its commitment to restore the
Social Security Trust Fund to long-term actu-
arial soundness, would want a tax cut before
we address the future of Social Security.

Many of the tax provisions in the Taxpayer
Relief Act of 1998 accelerate the tax cuts ini-
tially approved in the Taxpayer Relief Act of
1997. Delawareans are wise and responsible
people. They understand that good things
come to those who wait and that there must
be an accounting at the end of the day. | be-
lieve they have the discipline to balance the
need for tax cuts with the need to restore
soundness to the Social Security Trust Fund
and to maintain a balanced federal budget. |
am proud to represent them and | believe we
should reconsider this legislation and develop
a revised bill that provides for affordable tax
cuts that meet a higher standard of fiscal re-
sponsibility.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposi-
tion to this election-year gimmick that jeopard-
izes Social Security to pay for a publicity driv-
en tax bill on the eve of an election. To do
this, Republicans have to waive the budget
agreement enacted and agreed to just last
year. The Republicans have to renege upon
the statements made early this year when
they were pledging “me too” in regards to
saving Social Security first.

Like Sisyphus, the Clinton Administration,
Congress, and the working American taxpayer
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have been pushing a deficit rock up the steep
budget bill. It has heen a long struggle with
sacrifices and tough decisions that have been
borne by many. This hard work and effort has
led to positive results and hope for a brighter
future. Now that we have reached the end of
the struggle and the pinnacle of that deficit hill,
the Republican majority is poised to push us
back down into the valley of deficit spending
jeopardizing any surplus and the long-term
solvency of the Social Security Insurance
Trust Funds.

Common sense economics, our own budget
rules, economic projections in an unstable
global market, the existing debt of over five
trillion per day, as you go budget rules and the
shift of money from Social Security Trust
Funds all argue against this action. If the GOP
wants to cut taxes and some of these changes
are positive, it ought to earn that through posi-
tive savings policies, not projections and raid-
ing Social Security.

This debate is about Social Security Trust
Funds. The very title implies the compact that
the Social Security System represents be-
tween generations of Americans and between
the American people and the federal govern-
ment. Trust is a word Congress should honor
and the Social Security System is based upon
trust—trust will be there for retirees, future and
current, for the disabled and for dependents
who rely upon this insurance system.

Today, the Republican majority is about to
break that trust and dip into the Trust Fund.
The Republicans in Congress propose to set
aside 90 percent of the Social Security Trust
Funds, which | guess in their view is enough.
They're not 100 percent against Social Secu-
rity, but are they willing to tell every future and
current Social Security insurnace recipient that
they should take a 10 percent cut?

| urge my colleagues to learn from our his-
tory and to reject the syren’s call of unfunded
tax cuts that could push us into the downward
spiral of deficit spending. As Samual Taylor
Coleridge wrote:

If men could learn from history, what les-
sons it might teach us. But passion and
party blind our eyes, and the light which ex-
perience gives is a lantern on the stern,
which shines only on the waves behind us.

As we sail forward into the next century, let
us do so with the history of unfunded tax cuts
and deficit spending as a spotlight shining on
the shoals ahead and not a lantern on the
stern.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong opposition to the Republican tax cut
plan.

It is grossly irresponsible that the Repub-
licans have paid for their tax cut, not with ac-
tual funds, but with a projected budget surplus
that may never be realized.

According to the Congressional Budget Of-
fice, a recession within the next few years
could wipe out every penny of the predicted
surplus, forcing us once again into deficit
spending.

And even more irresponsible is the fact that
98 percent of the projected budget surplus
through 2008 comes from the Social Security
trust fund—money that should be reserved for
our seniors and future retirees.

Mr. Speaker, | agree that American families
deserve a tax break. However, no tax cut is
worth jeopardizing the future solvency of So-
cial Security.

The Democratic Substitute saves Social Se-
curity first and then gives hard working Amer-
ican families a much needed tax cut.
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| urge my colleagues to reject the
Republcians’ irresponsible plan and vote in
favor of the Democratic substitute.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, just
weeks before the election, the Republican
leadership has proposed an $80 billion bundle
of tax breaks, and has asked the American
people to pay for these breaks by dipping into
future Social Security surpluses.

| have worked my entire professional life to
improve the fairness of the tax system—first in
Oregon and now as a member of the U.S.
House of Representatives. Unfortunately, the
proposal before us today represents a scatter-
shot collection of inefficient and poorly written
tax breaks. For example, the so-called “mar-
riage penalty reduction” gives further tax ben-
efits to those married couples who currently
pay less in taxes than they would as single
taxpayers anyway. Yet other couples, who
have lower incomes and do face a significant
“marriage penalty” will get no relief at all. In
total, this bill gives the top 2 percent of all tax-
payers an average tax cut $1,709 a year. The
160 million taxpayers who represent the work-
ing poor to the upper-middle income (about 60
percent of taxpayers) will only receive, on av-
erage, a $34 cut. This is unacceptable.

To make matters worse, rather than paying
for the cuts as required under our budget law,
the Republicans scheme targets the Social
Security surplus. We know the baby-boomers’
retirement is a serious threat to the federal
budget and economy in the near future. We
also know that we cannot assume our budget
surpluses are going to last. If a recession oc-
curs, our budget deficits would compound So-
cial Security’s long-term financing problems,
putting in jeopardy our ability to provide for the
millions of Americans who are counting on So-
cial Security to be there when they retire.

Perhaps we should not be surprised with
the content and timing of this scheme. After
all, this proposal is being put forth by the
same people who vowed to scrap the entire
tax code because it was too complex—only to
add 285 entirely new sections of tax code
through the passage of their 1997 Act. And, is
it just coincidence we are considering this
package five weeks before the November
elections? Rather than continue to play these
political games, it is time Congress made seri-
ous efforts to protect our Social Security sys-
tem and make the tax system more fair, rather
than just more complex.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker,
building upon the success of last year's tax
bill, we bring additional tax relief to farmers
and ranchers.

In addition to benefitting from general provi-
sions increasing estate tax credits, the self-
employed health insurance deduction, expens-
ing, and limiting the marriage penalty, this bill
targets needed tax relief for millions of farmers
and their families.

Specifically, the bill permanently extends 3-
year income averaging—a popular accounting
tool that is needed in today’s volatile markets.

The bill also extends net operating loss
carryback provisions from 2 years to 5 years,
regardless of whether the producer resides in
a Presidentially declared disaster area.

And, finally, the bill clarifies that advanced
contract payments will not be taxable until
they are received. This should help producers
requesting supplemental payments this year
but do not receive them until next year.

H8943

I'm pleased to add my support to this mod-
est, yet important tax relief measure for Ameri-
ca’s farmers and ranchers.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, today, | am
pleased to support another piece of legislation
which will let our constituents, especially our
middle class constituents, keep more of their
hard earned paychecks and savings. The
money we take as taxes belongs to those who
earn it, not to Congress. It is our duty to make
sure that we take only that money absolutely
necessary to carry out legitimate Federal Gov-
ernment activities. Our citizens know better
how to spend their funds than Washington bu-
reaucrats.

This bill doesn’t complete the job. It is just
another down payment—another bit of a
piecemeal approach, but in my view, allowing
those who earn the money to keep it is worth-
while whether it be piecemeal or a part of a
comprehensive plan to reform the tax code
which | hope we see on this floor in the near
future.

My Democrat colleagues are very disingen-
uous when they say we're raiding the Social
Security trust fund to pay for these tax cuts.
For 40 years, they raided the trust fund to pay
for new spending on programs that brought
power and taxes to Washington. Now that Re-
publicans have cut spending, given tax relief,
built a booming economy and accumulated
our first surplus in decades while still setting
aside funds to shore up that trust fund, we
hear them cry that we can't have tax cuts.
Since when is putting 90 percent of the sur-
plus to save Social Security and giving 10 per-
cent of it back to the people who pay taxes a
raid on Social Security?

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to support mar-
riage penalty relief for 24 million couples. | am
pleased to let 68 million savers keep the first
$200 in interest on their savings accounts. |
am pleased to let 3.3 million self employed in-
dividuals deduct their health insurance pre-
miums just like big corporations. These steps
are not nearly enough, but they are steps in
the right direction. They are steps away from
bigger government and more spending. | urge
my colleagues to join me in supporting the
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1998.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong support of H.R. 4578, the Save Social
Security Act, and | urge my colleagues to sup-
port this worthy legislation.

The intent of this legislation is to establish a
new account in which surplus moneys from
the Social Security trust fund will be depos-
ited. In doing so, this will start to address the
long-term solvency of the Social Security Pro-

ram.

This bill designates $1.4 trillion of the sur-
plus to shoring up Social Security. This
amounts to 90 percent of the projected sur-
plus. The remaining 10 percent will be used
for providing tax relief for middle-class Ameri-
cans. The $1.4 trillion being set aside for So-
cial Security is more than sufficient to both
repay borrowed trust fund surpluses from pre-
vious years, as well as meet the demands that
will be placed on the system in the coming
decade.

While Social Security has been an unparal-
leled success over the past 60 years, its future
is being driven by negative demographic
trends. The Baby Boomer generation is near-
ing retirement and subsequent generations are
not large enough to subsidize the boomers’
projected demands on the Social Security sys-
tem.
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Current projections show that the Social Se-
curity system will start paying out more in ben-
efits than it receives in contributions by the
year 2013. This incoming/outgoing ratio will
gradually worsen until the program reaches in-
solvency in 2032.

The problems facing Social Security are not
immediate. However, the longer we wait to
make reforms, the more painful those reforms
will be.

It is important to address this subject while
our window of opportunity remains open. Fur-
thermore, Congress needs to do this in a
manner that is above politics. The subject of
Social Security reform is far too important to
be influenced by partisan politics.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, Social Security
has played a vital role in our Nation's success
and prosperity this century. | urge my col-
leagues to support this worthy legislation to
ensure that it continues to do so long into the
future.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in opposition to H.R. 4579, this year's
Taxpayer Relief Act and in support of the
Democratic alternative which includes all of
the tax cuts in the Republican bill but which
commits Congress to saving Social Security
first.

Today's debate is not about whether we
support tax cuts. Most of the provisions in this
bill are supported by a broad bi-partisan ma-
jority of this House. Rather, today we are de-
bating whether this House is going to abandon
the fiscal discipline which has been instrumen-
tal in balancing the budget and whether we
are going to commit to reserving the projected
surpluses until we have addressed the long-
term solvency of Social Security.

The rule adopted yesterday flies in the face
of fiscal discipline by waiving the pay-as-you-
go budget rule for this tax bill. PAYGO forces
Congress to identify specific offsets for new
spending or tax cut initiatives. PAYGO was
adopted precisely because of the tremendous
temptations that exist here in Washington to
dole out election-year spending or tax cuts.
We need only to look back to the days before
PAYGO to see what happens when these
temptations go unchecked—deficit spending
and a massive Federal debt.

Finally, this year, for the first time in 30
years, we have eliminated the budget deficit
and have the first surplus in three decades.
Now, before the ink is even dry, the Repub-
licans are abandoning budget discipline and
proposing tax cuts, just weeks before an elec-
tion, paid for only with the projected budget
surpluses which may or may not materialize.
This is simply irresponsible.

Yes, the tax cuts included in this package
are popular and meritorious. | support reduc-
ing the marriage penalty in the Tax Code, in-
creasing the deductibility of health insurance
for the self-employed, raising the Social Secu-
rity earnings limit, creating additional “renewal
communities,” raising the private activity bond
cap, and many of the other provisions in-
cluded in this package. There is, however, a
right way and a wrong way to provide addi-
tional tax relief.

Last year, as part of the bipartisan balanced
budget agreement, we enacted tax cuts the
right way. When we passed $149 billion of tax
cuts in the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, which
| voted for, we identified specific offsets includ-
ing a combination of spending cuts and reve-
nue raisers allowing us to provide responsible
tax relief.
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This year, the Republicans have proposed
tax cuts the wrong way. This $80 billion tax
cut bill is not paid for and requires a special
waiver from budget rules just to be brought up
on the floor of the House. There are no off-
sets, no identified cuts, and instead Repub-
licans propose using the projected surpluses
which are comprised entirely of surpluses in
the Social Security trust fund. On the other
hand, the Democratic alternative, which | sup-
port, will enact each and every one of the tax
cuts in this bill but will postpone enactment
until after Congress has addressed the long-
term solvency of Social Security.

Today, Congress should be reaffirming its
commitment to fiscal discipline. Unfortunately,
this bill sends a signal to the world markets
that Congress is perfectly willing to waive
budget process rules and revert back to the
days of fiscal irresponsibility. | urge all of my
colleagues to vote against this unwise bill
which undermines the budget process and
sets a terrible precedent for the future.

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong opposition to this rule which
not only allows Congress to drain the first
budget surplus in thirty years, but also, and
perhaps more importantly, abandons the fiscal
discipline which has been critical in achieving
a balanced budget. This rule allows for the
consideration of two bills addressing Social
Security and tax cuts. While | will speak at
greater length about the shortcomings of these
two proposals, | want to focus my comments
today on the procedure which | believe sets a
dangerous precedent for this House.

This rule flies in the face of the fiscal dis-
cipline which has been instrumental in bringing
our budget into balance. The project surpluses
in the unified budget, which exist solely be-
cause of the surpluses in the Social Security
trust fund, are primarily the result of budget
rules and budget discipline which has forced
Congress to make tough decisions.

We all know the temptations that exist to
spend money up here in Washington. This
year's massive transportation bill is a testa-
ment to the powers of the purse. | opposed
the House version of that bill precisely be-
cause it did not identify adequate offsets for
the new spending and threatened to drain a
portion of the projected surplus.

We also know how tempting it is to dole out
tax cuts, particularly just two months before an
election. While | support many of the tax cuts
included in the bill brought up under this rule,
as with the transportation bill, I will not support
it until offsets are identified.

To curb these temptations which, when left
unchecked, led to massive deficits and a na-
tional debt of over $5 trillion, Congress en-
acted tough budget rules. Among these rules
is the so-called Pay-As-You-Go rule or
PAYGO which forces us to identify offsets for
each new spending or tax cut proposal. The
rule before us today waives this requirement
and allows Congress to cut taxes using as an
offset the projected surpluses which may or
may not materialize.

Given the growing uncertainties of the glob-
al economy, now is not the time to abandon
fiscal responsibility. Instead, we should be
building up the budget surpluses, retiring a
portion of the massive federal debt, address-
ing the long-term solvency of Social Security,
and conforming to the budget rules which
were renewed just last year as part of the Bal-
anced Budget Act.

September 26, 1998

Today, Congress should be reaffirming its
commitment to fiscal discipline. Unfortunately,
this rule sends a signal to the world markets
that Congress is perfectly wiling to waive
budget process rules and revert back to the
days of fiscal irresponsibility. | urge all of my
colleagues to vote against this unwise rule
which undermines the budget process and
sets a terrible precedent for the future.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to give my support to protecting 100 percent
of the Social Security Trust Fund and not
using any of the projected surplus for tax cuts
at this time. For over sixty years, Social Secu-
rity has stood as one of our Nation’s greatest
success stories, providing all Americans with a
basic level of retirement security.

Social Security is a contract between the
citizens of the U.S. and their government. The
people in this country are entitled to know that
in retirement they will have security, live in
dignity, and be provided with health care.
Today, two-thirds of retirees in this nation de-
pend upon Social Security to provide over half
of their annual income. Our constituents
should know that we, as the leaders of this
country, are looking out for not only their fu-
ture, but the future of their children. A vital re-
quirement for protecting that future is saving
Social Security first. Our constituents should
be able to trust that their contributions to the
Social Security Trust Fund are being used as
intended.

| am opposed to cutting Social Security in
order to provide tax cuts to those with higher
incomes. As lawmakers, we owe it to the
country to provide for the long-term fiscal
health of Social Security and other Federal re-
tirement programs, and to ensure that these
programs are available to future generations
of Americans without increasing the payroll
tax.

Some have suggested we should enact a
series of major tax cuts in anticipation of the
projected budget surplus. What these individ-
uals neglect to point out is that almost all of
the money to pay for their tax cuts would be
drawn out of the Social Security Trust Fund
and other Federal trust funds—trust funds that
should be preserved for their intended uses.
The best tax cut we can give to the American
family is a truly balanced Federal budget. A
balanced budget will lead to lower interest
rates and strong economic growth. | am firmly
committed to a balanced budget—a budget
that protects Social Security for future genera-
tions.

In closing, let me say that the question of
how to approach any budget surplus is one of
the most important issues facing this country.
| believe we should resist calls to spend the
projected surplus and consider our options
very carefully. Balancing the Federal budget
and keeping it balanced should continue to be
one of this country’s top priorities, and you
can be assured that | remain absolutely com-
mitted to accomplishing these goals. We owe
it to our constituents, our children, and our-
selves to save Social Security.

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, | rise in oppo-
sition to H.R. 4579 today, despite the fact that
it contains many provisions | have long sup-
ported. During our pursuit of a balanced budg-
et | have advocated for accompli